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Abstract 
The aim of the current study is twofold: first, as bidirectional transfer has not been a common object of inquiry, the present study 
attempted to fill this gap by examining how bidirectional transfer occurs in the English and Persian writing of Iranian students, 
and second, this study shed some light on whether or not genre awareness could be achieved through explicit, implicit 
or without formal instruction. There have been 104 sophomore students who have all been passing a course in Essay Writing 
at the Payame-Noor University. They have been homogenized by performing a TOEFL proficiency test. The participants were 
randomly divided into the following three groups, an experimental group which received explicit genre- based approach, a 
control group which was instructed implicitly in comparison to the self study group with no-instruction treatment. A pre-test and 
a post-test were administered before and after the treatment. The quantitative analysis of the post-argumentative essays revealed 
that the experimental group outperformed the implicit and no-formal instruction groups after receiving models with explicit 
instruction on the elements of Toulmin's (2003) model under study.  
© 2014 Khodabandeh. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
This study has chosen argumentative genre to examine three instructional treatments of genre-based 
approach because first of all, there is a noticeable literature gap as a majority of contrastive research studies have 
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focused on expository and narrative texts and investigation of argumentation remains generally scarce (Ho, 2011; 
Lee, 2004). Secondly, argumentation constitutes the core text type in academic writing. Clearly, the mastery of 
argumentative writing is important because it empowers students, and "it enables them to produce, evaluate, and act 
on the professional, ethical, and political discourse” (Crammond, 1998, p. 1).  
 
The other aim of the study was to investigate whether the participants of this study (the experimental, the 
control and the self-study groups) back transfer the argument structure (i.e., claim, data, counterargument claim, 
counterargument data, rebuttal claim, and rebuttal data) which has been provided in English into their actual first 
language (L1) writing essays. This instruction through the L2, defined as transfer of training (Odlin, 1989), may be 
recognized as a positive facilitator of acquisition. However, so far, most studies have concentrated on how a non-
English native language interferes with its speakers' efforts to acquire English rhetorical forms. Very little research 
has examined how English helps or hinders the EFL learners to write well in their native language (Cho, 2010; 
Uysal, 2008; 2012). Given the importance of the issue and lack of adequate research on it, this study aimed to 
investigate the existence and nature of bidirectional transfer further. The study was intended to address the following 
research questions: 
1. Is explicit, implicit and no instruction genre-based instruction effective in enhancing EFL learners’ 
competence in argumentative writing? 
2. Do the participants of the experimental, the control and the self-study groups back transfer English 
rhetorical patterns based on the adapted Toulmin's model of argument structure into their Persian essays? 
2. Literature Review 
There have been few studies which indicate that the effects of the L2 on the L1 play a central role in L2 
settings. For example, Enginarlar (1990) investigated the relationship between writing in Turkish (Ll) and English 
(L2) in terms of writing abilities, processes, and culture rhetorical elements. He analyzed a corpus of 343 expository 
essays collected from the monolingual and the bilingual groups. The monolingual group wrote only in Turkish and 
the bilingual group wrote in both Turkish and English.  The results revealed that 84% of bilingual English essays 
followed the pattern (situation + problem + solution + evaluation), which was claimed to be the preferred English 
pattern. These results pointed out a strong possibility of transfer of L2 writing knowledge and skills to L1 writing. 
 
  Cho (2010) investigated the direction of the rhetorical transfer occurring in Korean students' essays in 
Korean (L1) and English (L2). His study investigated not only differences in individuals' L1 and L2 writings but 
also differences among three groups divided by their writing and learning experiences. These three groups were 
asked to write two argumentative essays on the same topic, one in their L1 and another in their L2, with a week 
interval between the two essays. The analysis of the study was conducted in terms of: (a) location of the main idea, 
(b) macro level patterns, and (c) text units of organizational patterns. His study argued that Korean L2 writers of 
English are influenced in their rhetorical choices more by their learning experiences than by negative L1 to L2 
transfer. 
 
 Mazloomi (2011) investigated whether the genre-awareness raising in the EFL essay writing classes would 
affect the EFL learner’s L1 essay writing. There have been 40 undergraduate junior students in two EFL classes who 
have all attended 8 sessions of treatment to raise their awareness of the genre structure of a 5-paragraph essay in 
English. The results showed that the EFL learners’ essay writing has improved regarding the genre structure of their 
5-paragraph essays. He concluded that the genre-awareness writing process in English essay writing has 
significantly influenced the EFL learners’ Persian essay writing.  
 
 As bidirectional transfer has not been a common object of inquiry, the present study attempted to fill this 
gap by examining how bidirectional transfer occurs in the English and Persian writing of Iranian students. Given the 
importance of the issue and lack of adequate research on it, as Kecskes and Papp (2003) pointed out that more 
extensive research is needed to investigate on bidirectional transfer in order to draw conclusions about cross 
linguistic influence, so this study aims to investigate the existence and nature of bidirectional transfer further and in 
more detail.  
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3. Methodology 
The study employed a quasi- experimental design. The research included a pre-test of general proficiency 
test as well as argumentative writing essays in both L1 and L2, and post-tests of two argumentative writing essays.  
3.1. Subjects 
There were a total of 103 sophomores at Mobarakeh PNU who enrolled for the composition course during 
the 2010- 2011 academic year. In order to homogenize the participants of the study, they were pre-tested through a 
modified version of TOEFL test. This procedure led to the selection of 79 homogeneous subjects. The subjects were 
randomly assigned to the "experimental group", "control group", and "self-study" groups.  
 
3.2. Administering the pre- and post-essay writing  
In the first session of the eight day period, the subjects of the three groups wrote two argumentative essays 
(one in English and another one in Persian) without any prior instruction an in-class timed argumentative essay 
(referred to as the pre-test) in which they supported their stand on the issue. At the end of the writing course, the 
three groups were asked to write English and Persian essays on the different topics to see the effect of the treatment. 
 
3.3. Procedure 
Eight different sessions were scheduled. All took place in June, 2011. Carrying out this experiment was 
restricted to a two-week period. The study was designed such that prior to the post-test session there were two types 
of writing sessions: instructional (explicit vs. implicit) and practice. Instructional sessions were only for the 
experimental and control groups and practice sessions were for all the three groups' subjects. All participants in the 
experimental and control condition attended a total of 8 sessions, except for the self-study group who attended the 
practice and pre-post sessions.  
 
During the first and second sessions of the experimental group, the researcher exposed the subjects to the 
models of the argumentative essay. The subjects read the model text with the help of the researcher. The researcher 
explained each move, its function, and the linguistic forms used in it. Following the instructional sessions, 
participants in the experimental condition were involved in a sequence of 4 practice sessions without anytime 
interval between them. During each practice session, the participants were introduced to a topic and asked to write 
about it cooperatively. In the last part of the lesson the subjects were asked to choose a topic and write their own 
argumentative essay individually. Their essays were read by the researcher and their rhetorical errors were 
corrected.  
 
The participants in the control group received the same model texts, except that the model texts had not 
been underlined and marked for the subjects and the moves were not named and explained. The control group did 
not receive instruction or feedback about Toulmin's elements. Subjects read samples, discussed them in class, and 
responded orally to sets of questions provided by the instructor. Answers to each of the questions were provided by 
the subjects and later shared with the whole class. Following the implicit instructional sessions, participants in the 
control group were involved in a sequence of 4 practice sessions. During the practice sessions, the researcher and 
subjects worked together to begin writing an argumentative essay on an assigned issue. The participants orally 
shared their viewpoints and identified the viewpoints opposed to theirs. They were assigned to write an 
argumentative essay cooperatively. Their essays were read by the researcher and their rhetorical errors were 
corrected.  
 
The self-study group had studied the model texts as homework on their own without any researcher's 
explicit or implicit instruction. Participants in the self-study group just attended 4 practice sessions. During each of 
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the practice sessions, the participants were introduced to an issue and asked to write about it. The researcher helped 
the subjects write an argumentative essay cooperatively. The writing-with-the-class stage led the subjects to share 
their pros and cons of the issue with one another. After this process, the researcher commented on the subjects' 
views and helped them to develop their ideas into a completed essay. Their writings were evaluated and the 
researcher provided a feedback on them. Subjects became ready to work independently to produce their own text. A 
final draft was written. 
 
4. Results 
The data used for the analysis were 304 English and Persian essays produced by the subjects of the three 
groups at the end of the treatment. The texts were copied and any trace of the students’ identities was removed from 
the texts. The words pre-test and post-test did not appear in the tests either. The texts were randomly assigned to the 
raters. The texts were not edited. 
 
4.1. The analysis of claim  
Table 1.The Use of 'Claim' in the English and Persian Argumentative Papers, Descriptive Statistics 
 
Groups  pre test English post test English pre test Persian post test Persian 
Experimental group Mean 1.6 1.9 1.1 2.21 
SD 1.3 .64 .79 .75 
Control group Mean 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.8 
SD .77 .68 .95 .68 
Self-study group Mean 1.0 2.2 1.5 1.0 
SD .68 .57 1.1 .68 
Total Mean 1.6 1.9 1.3 1.8 
SD 1.0 .65 .95 .82 
 
 
As indicated in Table 1, the three groups used claim in both their English and Persian pre- and post- essays.  
 
4.2. The analysis of data 
Table 2. Use of data in the English and Persian papers  
Groups  per test English post test English per test Persian post test Persian 
Experimental group Mean 5.0 5.2 4.2 5.1 
  SD 3.1 2.0 3.5 2.7 
Control group Mean 3.7 3.7 4.9 5.2 
  SD 2.4 2.4 3.2 2.8 
Self-study group Mean 3.7 4.9 5.6 5.3 
  SD 2.8 2.5 4.5 3.0 
Total Mean 4.3 4.6 4.7 5.2 
  SD 2.8 2.3 3.6 2.8 
 







972   Farzaneh Khodaband /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  98 ( 2014 )  968 – 975 
4.3. The analysis of counterargument claim  
Table 3. The analysis of counterargument claim in the Persian and English argumentative essays 
 
Groups  pre test English post test English pre test Persian post test Persian 
Experimental group Mean .00 1.0 .031 .65 
  SD .00 .00 .176 .48 
Control group Mean .14 .25 .07 .32 
  SD .35 .44 .26 .47 
Self-study group Mean .062 .25 .00 .06 
  SD .250 .44 .00 .25 
Total Mean .06 .56 .03 .40 
  SD .24 .49 .19 .49 
 
As is shown in Table 3, counterargument claim was not used in both English and Persian pre-argumentative essays. 
Contrary to the pre- tests results, the participants of the experimental and the control groups used counterargument 
claim in both English and Persian post- essays.  
 
4.4. The analysis of counterargument data  
 
Table 4. The analysis of counterargument data in the Persian and English argumentative essays  
Groups  pre test English post test English pre test Persian post test Persian 
Experimental 
group Mean .00 1.28 .00 .87 
 SD .00 .456 .00 .75 
Control 
group Mean .14 .25 .07 .32 
 SD .35 .44 .26 .47 
Self-study 
group Mean .06 .25 .00 .06 
 SD .250 .44 .00 .25 
Total Mean .06 .68 .02 .50 
 SD .24 .67 .16 .66 
 
 
       As seen in Table 4, the number of counterargument data in the English and Persian pre -argumentative papers 
of the experimental, the control and the self-study groups was .0, .14, and .06 respectively. It shows that the three 
groups were not familiar as to how to use this move in their essays. Regarding the English and Persian post- 
argumentative essays, the use of counterargument data was common in the experimental and the control groups but 
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4.5. The analysis of rebuttal claim 
 
Table 5. The analysis of rebuttal claim in the Persian and English argumentative essays 
 
Groups  pre test English post test English pre test Persian post test Persian 
Experimental group Mean .00 .68 .00 .53 
 SD .00 .47 .00 .50 
Control group Mean .07 .14 .00 .17 
 SD .26 .35 .00 .39 
Self-study group Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 
 SD .00 .00 .00 .00 
Total Mean .02 .34 .00 .28 
 SD .16 .47 .00 .45 
 
         As seen in Table 5, the number of rebuttal claims in both English and Persian pre- argumentative papers of the 
experimental, the control and the self-study groups was .00. The average number of rebuttal claim per English post -
argumentative paper across the three groups was .68, .14, and .00 respectively and the average number of rebuttal 
claim per Persian post- argumentative paper across the experimental, the control and the self-study groups was .53, 
.17, and. 00 respectively.  
 
 
4.6. The analysis of rebuttal data 
  
Table 6. The analysis of rebuttal data in the Persian and English argumentative essays 
Groups   pre test English post test English pre test Persian post test Persian 
experimental group Mean .00 .87 .00 1.12 
  SD .00 .60 .00 1.58 
control group Mean .07 .14 .00 .57 
  SD .26 .35 .00 1.50 
self-study group Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 
  SD .00 .00 .00 .00 
Total Mean .02 .42 .00 .68 
  SD .16 .59 .00 1.42 
 
As the results show, the use of rebuttal data on the English and Persian post-test mean scores of the experimental 
group is higher than those of the control and the self-study groups.  
 
5. Discussion  
As the results of the students' English and Persian pre-argumentative essays show, the participants of the all 
three groups used the basic structure of English argumentative papers that is, claims and data in both their Persian 
and English essays, which support the findings of Qin (2009) and Crammond (1998).  However, the secondary 
Toulmin's elements were not used in the English and Persian pre-argumentative essays of the subjects which 
confirms Cheng and Chen (2009)'s findings that students are weak at handling oppositional structures. It clearly 
shows that the use of counterarguments and rebuttals is considered to be cognitively complex, and thus late-
developing (Crammond, 1998; McCann, 1989).  
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  The quantitative analysis of the post-argumentative essays revealed that the participants of the experimental 
group outperformed the participants of the control and the self-study groups in the use of counterarguments and 
rebuttals. This result reveals the potential of model texts combined with explicit instruction for the experimental 
group participants' writing improvement. Although the control group was not exposed to the explicit instruction, 
results show that Toulmin's secondary elements were also found in their compositions, and it proves that the implicit 
genre-based teaching method was better than the no-formal instruction method.  
 
As the results of the self-study group show, they did not improve from English and Persian pre- to post-
argumentative essays. The result of the self-study group partly supports Hyland (2007) who notes that, L2 writers 
typically are not aware of the “patterns and possibilities of variation” across genres (p. 19); as such, they are 
unlikely to benefit from models alone that do not include consciousness-raising activities to draw learners’ attention 
to the target rhetorical features. The finding of this part of the research is in line with Smagorinsky’s (1992) 
conclusion that “reading models alone is insufficient to improve writing” (p. 173).  
 
Considering the second goal of the study, it was found that, the experimental, and the control groups back 
transfer English rhetorical patterns based on the adapted Toulmin's (2003) model of argument structure into their 
Persian essays. The experimental group receiving explicit teaching of argumentative genre outperforms the control 
and the self-study groups in their writing performance of English and Persian post-argumentative essays on the use 
of claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, and rebuttal data. This research 
provides evidence for the transfer from L2 to L1 writing through within-subject comparisons and implies the 
existence of transfer by examining and comparing EFL essays. 
 
The findings are partly in line with Enginarlar (1990) and Oktar (1991) who indicated a possibility of 
transfer from L2 to L1 even greater than the transfer from L1 to L2. In a similar vein, Mazlomi (2011) states that 
genre awareness and possibly any kind of awareness at the higher supra sentential levels is transferable from one 
language to another language, organizing and influencing the L1 speakers’ thoughts, ideas and world views.  
 
It is important to recall that genre-based pedagogies are based on an assumption that writing instruction 
will be successful if students are aware of what target discourses look like (Nordin & Mohammad, 2006). 
Collaboration between teacher and learner with the teacher taking on an authoritative role similar to that of an expert 
supporting an apprentice can help learner achieve genre knowledge and skills to perform independently. The theory 
underpinning of this pedagogy is provided by Vygotsky (1978, as cited in Hyland, 2003). 
 
 6. Conclusion  
Regarding L2 argumentative writing instruction, first, the findings of the pre-test suggest that although 
most of the L2 university students presented a basic argument structure including claims and data in their 
argumentative papers, they failed to present the elements of counterarguments and rebuttals.  
 
Considering the type of treatment, the post-test results showed that explicit instruction assisted the 
experimental group to outperform the other groups. Results of this study revealed several implications for educators 
in developing appropriate argumentative essay instruction. 
 
The results of the study justify the claim that the explicit teaching of genre develops students’ writing 
abilities and genre awareness. By being taught explicitly, students can gain control over genres and as there is a lack 
of Persian rhetorical instruction in schools, writing instruction in a second language may compensate for this gap; 
thus, transfer from L2 to Ll would be a desired positive fact.  
 
 The study concludes by suggesting that writing teachers might benefit from utilizing models with explicit 
instruction in their teaching, with an emphasis on "moves" analysis, a factor that was not featured prominently in the 
teaching methodologies taken in the control and the self-study group classes. It is worth noting that, writing skill in 
English is developed almost exclusively within the classroom instruction in Iran, therefore, it is necessary to make 
explicit the purpose of the genre so that the students gain tools to use to shape the text appropriately for content and 
knowledge and to be independent of the teacher ultimately. 




Cheng, F. & Chen, Y. (2009), Taiwanese argumentation skills: Contrastive rhetoric perspective, Taiwan International ESP Journal, 1(1), 23-50. 
Cho, Y. (2010). Bi-directional transfer in the writing of Korean learners of English: a case study of three groups. Second Language  Studies, 28 (2), 49-95. 
Choi, L. (2005). Literature review: Issues surrounding education of English-as-second-language (ESL) nursing  students. Journal of Trans
  Cultural Nursing, 16(3), 263-268. 
Crammond, J. (1998). The uses and complexity of argument structures in expert and student persuasive writing.  Written Communication, 15, 
 230-268. 
Enginarlar, H. (1990). A contrastive analysis of writing in Turkish and English of Turkish high school students.  Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. 
 Hacettepe University, Turkey. 
Ho, V.L. (2011). Non-native argumentative writing by Vietnamese learners of English: contrastive study (Doctoral dissertation,Georgetown 
 University). Retrieved from repository.library.georgetown.edu/bitstream/handle/.../hoVu.pdf?...1 
Hyland, K. (2003). Genre-based pedagogies: A social response to process. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12, 17-29. 
 
Hyland, K. (2007). Genre-based pedagogies: A social response to process. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(1), 17-29.  
Kecskes, I., & Papp, T. (2003). How to demonstrate the conceptual effect of L2 on L1? Methods and techniques. In V. J. Cook (Ed.), Effects of 
 the second language on the first (pp. 247–265). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual  Matters. 
Lee, M. (2004). Rhetoric in English narratives of native speakers and second-language  learners. In N. Kassabgy, Z. Ibrahim, & S. Aydelott 
 (eds.), Contrastive rhetoric: Issues, insights ,and pedagogy (pp. 47-60). Cairo, New York: American University in Cairo Press. 
Mazloomi, S. (2011). The impact of genre-awareness raising in the EFL essay writing classes on their first language writing. IPEDR , 26, 106-
 111 . 
McCann, T. (1989). Student argumentative writing knowledge and ability at three grade levels. Research in the  Teaching of English, 23, 62-76. 
Nordin, Sh., & Mohammad, N. (2006). The best of two approaches: Process/genre-based approach to teaching  writing. The English Teacher, 
 1(xxxv), 75-85. 
Odlin, T. (1989). Language transfer: Cross linguistic influence in language learning.  New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Oktar, L. (1991). Contrastive analysis of specific rhetorical relations in English and Turkish expository paragraph writing. Unpublished Ph.D.
  dissertation. Izmir, Turkey: Ege University. 
Qin, J. (2009). The analysis of Toulmin elements and use of sources in Chinese  university EFL argumentative  writing (Doctoral dissertation, 
 Northern Arizona University). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. 
Smagorinsky, P. (1992). How reading model essays affects writers. In J. W. Irwin & M.Doyle (Eds.), Reading/writing connections: Learning 
 from research (pp. 160–176). Newark, DE: International Reading  Association. Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 
Toulmin, S. (1958). The uses of argument. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Toulmin, S. (2003). The uses of argument (updated ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Uysal, H.H. (2008). Tracing the culture behind writing: Rhetorical patterns and bidirectional transfer in LI and L2 essays of Turkish writers in 
 relation to educational context.  Journal of Second Language Writing, 17, 183-207. 
Uysal, H.H. (2012). Argumentation across L1 and L2 Writing: Exploring Cultural Influences and Transfer Issues, VIAL, 9.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
